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1.  Table 4-21 (P. 42) is corrected to read: 
 

Table 4-21:  Acres of Spotted Owl Habitat and Changes in Habitat Through Project Treatments under 
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 * 

Pre-Project Habitat acres Post-Project Habitat acres Land Designation Nesting Foraging Dispersal Nesting Foraging Dispersal 
Within CHU Only 0 415 0  415  

Within CHU & LSR 136 0 0 136   
Within CHU or LSR 0 0 1,215   1,215 
Outside CHU & LSR 0 639 0   639 

   * The basis for these acreage estimates are stands mapped as Vegetation Condition Class 7 and 8 (large pole stands / mature stands) in the 
Medford District Inventory records.  This is a much broader habitat index than McKelvey 1 and 2 NSO habitat indices (nesting / roosting / 
foraging habitat, and roosting / foraging habitat).  Acres of McKelvey 1 and 2 habitats in the project area are: 0 acres of McKelvey 1, and 167 
acres of McKelvey 2.  
 
(Explanation of correction:  The post-project habitat acreage within the CHU was incorrectly 
stated to be 415 acres of dispersal habitat and 0 acres of dispersal habitat.  The post project 
habitat acreage is corrected to read 415 acres is foraging habitat and 0 acres of dispersal habitat.  
The footnote is also added.) 
 
 
2.  Section 4.8.2A.1(2,3,4) on page 42:   
 
The paragraph which states “CHU located outside of the LSR includes 415 acres of foraging 
habitat.  The proposed actions would reduce the habitat quality to dispersal habitat” is corrected 
to read:  

 
“CHU located outside of the LSR includes 415 acres of foraging habitat.  The proposed 
actions could degrade this habitat, but not to the extent that it would not continue to 
provide foraging habitat.  Thus, while the project may affect critical habitat it would not 
result in adverse modification to the critical habitat, it would not compromise the overall 
function of the CHU.”  
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